James Michael Curley, a four-time mayor of Boston, used wasteful redistribution to his poor Irish constituents and incendiary rhetoric to encourage richer citizens to emigrate from Boston, thereby shaping the electorate in his favor. Boston as a consequence stagnated, but Curley kept winning elections. We present a model of the Curley effect, in which inefficient redistributive policies are sought not by interest groups protecting their rents, but by incumbent politicians trying to shape the electorate through emigration of their opponents or reinforcement of class identities. The model sheds light on ethnic politics in the United States and abroad, as well as on class politics in many countries including Britain.
I. Introduction
Early in the first World War, a wounded British officer arrived in Boston to recruit citizens of the then-neutral United States to fight in the British army. He politely asked the by then legendary Irish Mayor of Boston, James Michael Curley, for permission. Curley replied "Go ahead Colonel. Take every damn one of them." This statement captures Curley's lifelong hostility to the Anglo-Saxons of Boston, whom he described as "a strange and stupid race," and his clear wish that they just leave.
Throughout his four terms, using a combination of aggressive redistribution and incendiary rhetoric, Curley tried to transform Boston from an integrated city of poor Irish and rich protestants into a Gaelic city on American shores.
The emigration through which the Curley effect operates need not be across geographic -city or national --boundaries; it could also describe movement across social classes. Before Tony Blair, the British Labour party was always backed by wage laborers, and opposed by managers and entrepreneurs. Many of Labour's policies in such areas as taxation, nationalization, and education aimed to prevent the "embourgeoisement" of the working class and its political migration toward Conservatives. Not surprisingly, the British economy sharply underperformed its competitors.
In this paper, we focus on the Curley effect in the context of electoral politics, specifically, on destructive tax and public good policies that shape the electorate to the incumbent's advantage 2 . We focus on democracies, and on the voting mechanism in which each voter gets one vote. We assume that the incumbent wants to maximize the probability of his re-election, but do not treat the overall economic performance of the city or nation as the crucial determinant of that probability. In our model, ethnic or class identity, as well as redistribution to one's core constituency, shape electoral outcomes through emigration across geographic or class lines.
There are other manifestations of the Curley effect. Leaders in some democracies, and especially in dictatorships, physically eliminate or otherwise damage their opponents.
Stalin's gruesome slaughter of the Kulaks and Mao's mass killings in the Cultural
Revolution are also forms of the Curley effect, but electoral losses were not a concern to these dictators. Even in democracies, nationalization and regulation can deprive one's political opponents of resources usable in politics, as was done by the British Labour party after World War II, or by Mitterand in France in the 1980s. Such deprivation of resources can prevent lobbying for alternative policies or financial support of opponents.
Seen in this light, many of the most harmful policies of local and national governments result neither from a disinterested folly, nor from a garden-variety desire for 2 We do not discuss some of the closely related strategies determining who can vote and how votes are "counted" for the final outcome, such as gerrymandering, politically motivated redistricting, and enfranchisement and disenfranchisement of different categories of voters.
redistribution. Instead, these policies are motivated by a desire to alter the political landscape, including by shaping the electorate. Socially costly policies are attractive to the political leaders because they eliminate or weaken the political opposition.
The Curley effect turns traditional views about the requirements for good government on their head. Some distinguished observers (Olson 1993) argue that sufficiently forward-looking leaders will avoid policies that harm their electorate. But the Curley effect relies critically on forward-looking behavior: when it operates, longer time horizons raise the attraction of socially costly political conduct. Others follow Tiebout (1956) in arguing that large response elasticities to bad policies serve to limit them: "the fiscal discipline that is forced upon these units [local governments] emerges from the mobility of resources across subordinate governmental boundaries within the inclusive territorial jurisdiction" (Brennan and Buchanan 1980, p. 178) . With the Curley effect, in contrast, large response elasticities make bad policies more rather than less attractive to incumbents.
In this paper, we formalize the Curley effect. We consider the two cases of geographic and social mobility. In both cases, the government can differentially tax different groups. In the case of geographic mobility, higher tax rates encourage emigration of one of the groups. In the case of social mobility, higher tax rates discourage investment in human capital, so the down-trodden stay down-trodden and do not "migrate" to a higher social class. In both cases, the incumbent leader raises taxes to increase the probability of his re-election. In both cases, these optimally chosen higher tax rates may actually impoverish the area and make both groups worse off.
We assume that the incumbent has an innate appeal to the lower status group.
This appeal results from ethnic or class identity (e.g., Verba, Ahmed and Bhatt 1971, Akerlof and Kranton 2000) , and is one of several determinants of the voting decision.
Our model presents an alternative approach to the politics of ethnic division to that proposed by Alesina, Baqir and Easterly (1999) , who focus on the variation in the preferences for public goods across ethnicities but do not consider changes in the electorate. In our model, ethnic division causes problems because politicians from one ethnic group pursue socially costly policies in order to eliminate the other ethnic group as political actors.
Our model follows the work on inefficient redistribution through public employment and other means (e.g. Alesina and Rodrik 1994 , Persson and Tabellini 1994 , Shleifer and Vishny 1994 , Coate and Morris 1995 , Alesina, Baqir, and Easterly 2000 , Robinson and Verdier 2002 . Our innovation is the idea that such wasteful redistribution shapes the electorate by influencing migration and education decisions.
Finally, our model is related to a large literature on the adverse consequences of redistributive policies on economic development. Typically, this literature takes the point of view that inefficient redistribution or other wasteful policies are sought by interest groups either seeking rents or protecting the existing rents (Grossman and Helpman 2001 , Krusell and Rios-Rull 1996 , Parente and Prescott 1999 ). In our model, by contrast, incumbent politicians rather than interest groups seek inefficient policies, because such policies help them get re-elected. The increased likelihood of re-election comes not primarily from the economic rents obtained by the supporters, but from reshaping the electorate through policies that either induce the incumbent's opponents to emigrate or alternatively keep his supporters from social mobility that might change their votes.
Indeed, no economic benefits need to accrue to anyone for a policy to be attractive to an incumbent. In this respect, our paper is closer to the work that emphasizes the desire of incumbent politicians to stay in power (Brennan and Buchanan 1980 , Olson 1993 , DeLong and Shleifer 1993 , and Acemoglu and Robinson 2000 , 2002 .
II. A Model
In this section, we formalize the basic elements of the Curley effect in a general voting model. In sections III and IV, we apply this model to emigration, and in sections V and VI to class mobility. In each case, there are two groups, or classes, or ethnicities in the jurisdiction, and all voters -as well as the incumbent --belong to one or the other.
The leader chooses how much to redistribute from the disfavored to the favored group. Denote the tax that he imposes on each member of the disfavored group by q, where q is the same for each member of that group. Here q equals zero when there is no redistribution, and is positive when the leader favors his own group. Note that q can also be interpreted as a bias in the provision of public services toward the favored group. Our main question is whether the leader chooses q > 0 as opposed to q = 0.
The benefit of this redistribution to the leader's group is also a function of the ratio of the number of voters in the competing group to the number of voters in his own group. We denote this ratio by π . If each member of the other group is taxed q than each member of the leader's group receives q τπ , where τ < 1 is a parameter that captures the waste associated with redistribution. In this model, redistribution is always inefficient: it makes the community as a whole worse off because it wastes resources.
We consider two settings. In the first, leaders influence the composition of the electorate as people migrate in response to the choice of q. In the second, change in the composition of the electorate comes from occupational choice or investment in human capital. Voters in effect choose their social class in response to policy q, and vote in part according to their social class. In this setting, a leader can discourage social mobility by redistributing from the rich to the poor. In either setting, we assume in this section that the value of π is falling with q, and later formally model the process (migration or occupational choice) through which redistribution alters the shape of the electorate.
The Voting Process
We use a simple voting framework: an incumbent maximizes the probability of his re-election. If more than 50 percent of the electorate prefer the challenger to the incumbent, the latter loses. Our discussion focuses on the relative preferences for two
candidates. There are two central elements of our model of voting. First, voters care about the ethnic or class identity of the candidates (see Verba et al. 1971, Akerlof and Kranton 2000, and the literature on British politics cited below). This reflects the prospective feature of voting, since the identity of a candidate predicts his future policies.
Second, the politician's past policies influence voters as well. This is a retrospective feature of the voting decision (Fiorina 1981, Alesina and Rosenthal 1995) .
Each voter is assumed to get utility µ if the incumbent is re-elected and utility ν if the opponent is elected. Both µ and ν are random variables that vary among voters.
We assume that k j + = −ν µ , where j is an individual level shock and k is an electorate level shock. The individual level shock is denoted by j and is symmetrically distributed around zero with density g(j) and cumulative distribution G(j). This component of preferences is completely random at the individual level, and entails no aggregate uncertainty. The electorate-level preference, denoted by "k" is symmetrically distributed around zero with density f(k) and cumulative distribution F(k). This preference generates uncertainty for the incumbent. We assume that the density functions f(.) and g(.) are single-peaked and that the limits of f(.) and g(.) as k or j go to infinity are zero.
Voters also get utility from the leader's group (ethnicity or class) membership and policies. If a leader from the voter's own group is elected, the voter receives utility of 2 / 0 v . If a leader from the other group is elected, the voter receives utility of 2 / 0 v − .
These preferences are independent of past policies and are best thought of as representing a pure taste for one's own ethnicity or class.
In addition to these group preferences, individuals respond to the incumbent's past policies. In particular, members of the leader's own group get utility of ) ( 
. Thus, conditional on k, the share of votes that the incumbent receives equals: 
. Thus, conditional on k, the share of votes that the incumbent receives when facing an opponent from his own group is given by:
We assume that that the opponent comes from the leader's own group with a fixed probability p, from the other group with probability 1-p 3 . The incumbent's share of votes then equals:
We use the notation ) 0 ( π π = . Differentiating (3) with respect to q yields (at q=0):
The symmetry of g(.) implies that g(x)=g(-x). Thus, an increase in q raises the share of votes if and only if P'(q) > 0 or:
This condition can be considerably simplified if we follow Grossman and Helpman (2001) and assume that "j" is uniformly distributed on the interval [-a/2, a/2], so G(x)=1/2+x/a, and also that the variance of "k" is small enough so that the incumbent always receives some voters from both ethnic groups. In that case, the incumbent's share of the votes (conditional on k) becomes
and increases in q (from zero) raise the probability of re-election if and only if: ) is not too extreme. This generalizes directly to proposition 1:
, and g'''(j) is small. Proof: For all proofs see the appendix.
Two of the three conditions required for Proposition 1 to hold are fairly intuitive.
The condition 1 < τ must hold so that there is some cost of redistribution-otherwise redistribution is always desirable at the margin when q = 0. The condition ( )
is necessary to ensure that at some value of 0 v , the gains from shaping the electorate dominate the social costs of redistribution. The final condition on g'''(j) is a regularity condition needed to avoid perverse results.
Proposition 1 A key feature of our model, which distinguishes it from much of the Public Choice literature, is that leaders derive utility from holding office (they want re-election)
but not from governing a richer area. Much of the Public Choice literature (Brennan and Buchanan 1980, Olson 1993 ) assumes the reverse: leaders care mostly about the size of the government they run, which can be bigger in a richer community. In practice, politicians often care both about the wealth of their community, and the probability of reelection -and this concern will mitigate the Curley effect. However, in many contexts, the benefits of holding office swamp those derivable from a richer community.
In a situation where leaders do care about the wealth of the community, the logic of the Curley effect suggests that they will try to enrich the community while also shaping the electorate. In the urban context, this might mean that they try to create jobs for non-residents, who expand the tax base without being able to vote.
III. Application to City Politics and Emigration
Suppose now that the leader is a mayor of a city, that his own group is the Irish, and that the other group is the English (or alternatively have Irish or English ancestors).
After the mayor chooses the value of q, both English and Irish voters can move in or out of the city. Over a long enough time horizon, voters move so that their utility levels in the city are equal to their utility levels outside the city. . These assumptions say that the supply of residents of a given ethnicity is upward sloping: the more Irish voters live in Boston, the more the marginal Irish newcomer must be paid to live in the city.
The final element of the model is the labor market. In our model, the workers and the voters are the same. We assume an aggregate constant returns to scale production
. The wage is then equal to ) , ( ) , (
for the Irish, and ) , ( ) , (
for the English. The constant returns to scale assumption means that wages for both groups are determined entirely by the ratio of the English to the Irish, which we have denoted by π . We can then write the wages as
. The wage of each group is assumed to be decreasing in its number, i.e. labor demand curves slope down. We also assume that a positive number of voters from each group always live in the city.
For any value of q, the spatial equilibrium is determined by the two equalities (6) ) ( ) (
, and (7) ) ( ) (
We are interested in comparative statics around an equilibrium with no redistribution, so we let πˆ and I N (and
. This is the same definition of πˆas we had before.
Differentiation of (6) and (7) leads us to our first comparative statics:
, and
In both equations (8) and (9), the denominator is the same, and it is negative.
There are two parts of the denominator. The first part is the effect of an increase in π on the utility of the marginal Englishman (which is unambiguously negative), multiplied by the slope of the supply curve of the Irish. The second part is the slope of the supply curve of English (times π ) times the impact of an increase in π on the utility of the marginal Irishman, which is unambiguously positive. Thus, the overall denominator is negative.
The numerator in equation (8) is the sum of the slopes of the supply curves of both groups. These terms are positive, so expression (8) is negative and the proportion of the English in the electorate falls as the tax rate on them increases.
The numerator in expression (9) cannot be easily signed. There are two positive and two negative terms in it. The first two terms in the numerator are positive: the slope of the Irish wages with respect to the share of English, and τ q. Because the denominator is negative, these terms represent the negative effect that the transfers can have on the Irish utility. The first term reflects the negative effect of the English mobility on Irish wages; the second term reflects the negative impact of the English exodus on the tax base. The last two terms in the numerator of (9) are both negative. Because the denominator is negative, they both reflect the basic positive effect that redistribution to the Irish has on the Irish utility.
Differentiating (8) 
v is rising with I µ if and
The comparative static on τ has already been discussed. As redistribution becomes more wasteful, leaders indeed do less of it (near q=0). At higher levels of q, this result becomes less clear, because lower values of τ have the attractive aspect of further repelling the members of the opposing group. Parts (a) and (b) show that higher wage elasticities make redistribution less attractive to the leader. Intuitively, higher wage elasticities mean that redistribution changes wages rather than the voting composition.
Since the attractive aspect of redistribution to the leader is its impact of who stays and votes, redistribution that only impacts wages is less desirable.
The intuition on the reservation utility comparative statics in parts (c) and (d) 
, the Irish immobility makes the English more mobile.
Equation (9) is positive as long as
redistribution causes the number of the Irish to rise, then the average welfare of the Irish in the city must also rise because 0 ) (
. We can now determine whether redistribution helps or hurts the Irish voters of the city. This leads us to Proposition 3:
Proposition 3: When q=0, there exists a value of τ , denoted by * τ , which equals
, at which higher redistribution neither hurts nor harms the Irish.
(a) For τ > * τ , the Irish are helped by incremental redistribution and for τ < * τ the Irish are hurt by it.
Proposition 3 shows, first, that redistribution can actually harm the Irish. This can occur because the English and the Irish are complements in production. When taxes drive the English out, they can make the Irish worse off. The first, unsurprising, comparative static tells us that this negative effect of taxes is more likely to occur when it entails greater social losses (τ is lower). But even when redistribution entails no waste, it can still hurt the Irish because
can be greater than one.
Proposition 3 also shows that the welfare reduction of the favored group is more likely to come about when the decrease in the number of the English has a stronger negative effect on the Irish wages. In addition, the mobility of the English (captured by a low value of E µ ) also makes redistribution more detrimental to the Irish (because more of the English leave). Finally, a greater elasiticity of the English wage actually leads to smaller losses for the Irish. The reason is that a change in the proportion of the English has a large positive effect on the English wages, which stems their own out-migration.
IV. Historical Evidence on the Curley Effect
In this section, we review the cases of two American Mayors, and one of an African President, who practiced Curleyism. Their policies and rhetoric led to emigration and other outcomes consistent with the predictions of the model.
James Michael Curley
In the case of the Boston Mayor James Michael Curley, the dominant political factors appear to have been his own longevity, the mobility of voters, and Curley's own ethnic appeal. Since policies do not impact migration instantly, longevity is vital, and ' Jacoby (1988) writes that Young "encouraged the black city to cut itself off."
She cites observers such as Detroit News columnists Pete Waldmeir writing that Young "was trying to drive whites out and he cut their services," and Irene McCabe saying that Young "wanted everything black and treated whites as second-class citizens."
We cannot be sure that Young's actions were strategically designed to drive the whites out. Suburbanization, the decline in the automobile industry, and racist hostility to Young were also important factors. But it is hard to ignore the impact of Young's 20-year rule. Whites didn't just suburbanize -they moved directly outside of Detroit's city limits (Glaeser, Kahn and Rappaport, 2000) . They weren't just moving to lower density suburbs, they were specifically escaping Young's regime. A 1980 poll showed that 70 percent of Detroit's whites agreed with the sentence "Ever since blacks became the majority in Detroit white people are often discriminated against here." Young's policies created an overwhelmingly black city that overwhelmingly supported him.
Young's racial favoritism can be seen in his tax policy and his distribution of city services. A 1982 referendum tripled the commuter tax from .5 percent to 1.5 percent, and raised the residents' income tax rate from 2 to 3 percent. This tax, which had no impact on Young's poorer black supporters, strengthened the incentive for the better off to leave Detroit. City governments rarely pass income taxes, presumably because of the adverse migration effects. Young eagerly sought to tax his richer constituents to fund redistribution, arguably to drive them out.
Young initiated large building projects that put his supporters on the payroll. He lobbied for federally supported public housing-an absurdity in a city with huge amounts of housing selling for less than new construction costs (Glaeser and Gyourko, 2002) Young's other strategies also followed closely the logic of the Curley effect. Those whites who have not accepted the reality of a political order in which the Africans set the pace will have to leave the country. We are working with those whites who want to work with us. But the rest will have to find a new home. (Meredith, 2002, p. 56) .
Mugabe recognized whites as his opponents and took steps calculated to get them to migrate out. Because whites had human and physical capital vital to the functioning of the economy, their exodus-encouraged by Mugabe-impoverished Zimbabwe.
Immediately after his first election, Mugabe actually reached out to whites. He claimed that he wanted to draw a "line in the past" and get over the 20 years of revolution that had wrecked Ian Smith's Rhodesia. According to Meredith (2002) , many white farmers favored Mugabe's election because they thought it would bring peace. For a while Mugabe did treat the small group of elite white farmers well, recognizing their economic importance and making sure that they did not fear expropriation. The whites were responsible for the bulk of Zimbabwe's exports. Good treatment of the minority whites was also vital for foreign aid.
But when in 1981 a bomb exploded in his party's headquarters, Mugabe thought (probably correctly) that dissident whites were responsible. He responded by announcing that "my government is bound to revise its policy of national reconciliation and take definite steps to mete out harsh punishment to this clan of unrepentant and criminal savages" (Meredith, 2002, p. 52) , and then harassing and imprisoning white leaders.
After whites opposed Mugabe in the 1985 elections, he undertook a more widespread policy of attacking white farmers. He did not apparently mind the economic costs and urged his opponents to "take their money and fly away" (Meredith, 2002, p. 129 ).
Yet the most egregious Curleyist policies followed Mugabe's loss in a referendum It supported the status quo except for inserting a clause that obligated Britain to pay for any land that Mugabe decided to expropriate. Mugabe presented this draft constitution for a referendum and for the first time, he was soundly defeated.
In response to this political threat, Mugabe stepped up his actions against whites.
He initiated a series of "invasions," in which 1,500 white farms were seized by marauders whom Mugabe claimed to be independent. "It soon became evident not only that the invaders were being paid but that prominent Zanu-PF [Mugabe's party] officials, army officers, CIO agents, and even police officers were actively involved in directing events" (Meredith, 2002, p. 169) . According to Didymus Mutasa, a Mugabe loyalist "The whites have themselves to blame because they shot themselves in the foot by mobilizing people to throw away the draft constitution" (Meredith, 2002, p. 169) . Mugabe ultimately acknowledged the political roots of the invasions, and said that the whites "mobilizing, actually coercing, their labour force on the farms to support the one position opposed to government, has exposed them as not our friends, but enemies." Farm invasions were not garden variety redistribution. They did not create much wealth, if any, for Mugabe's supporters. They were only a means of attacking Mugabe's political enemies. As the Catholic Bishop of Bulawayo said, "the government and Zanu-PF had twenty years to solve the land question and they still had no plan and no commission to tackle the land issue." The goal of the invasions was not to redistribute but rather to "revenge against the 'No' vote during the constitutional referendum in February and to make sure that Zanu-PF remains in power indefinitely." (Meredith, 2002, p.185) . All that mattered was pain for the whites, no matter what the waste.
But was Mugabe actually encouraging emigration? For the Curley Effect to operate, the incumbent's harmful actions must shape the electorate. It is a matter of fact that thousands of whites fled Zimbabwe after the invasions, as Mugabe announced:
"Britain says it will take 20,000 people. They are free to go. We can even assist them by showing them the exit" (Meredith, 2002, p. 180 ). Mugabe's policies encouraged the emigration not only of whites, but also of skilled blacks who opposed his regime.
Twenty years after Mugabe took over, Zimbabwe descended into a mire of poverty, corruption and anarchy. Mugabe himself did not appear to care for wealth, but he did single-mindedly pursue power and office. To that aim, his policies induced the whites, and others with skills and capital, to flee. He pursued these policies knowing, and encouraging, the emigration that would follow. Meredith (2002) concludes his book on Mugabe by writing: "But there was a crude logic to Mugabe's actions. His sole purpose had become to hold on to power. Whatever the cost, his regime was dedicated towards that end. Violence had paid off in the past; he expected it to secure the future" 4 .
V. Education and Occupational Choice
In this model, we focus on policies dividing voters into social classes. We call the two classes managers (which includes entrepreneurs, professionals, etc.) and workers. A production function determines the wages of the two groups. The total population is
and we can write everything as a function of π , the ratio of managers to workers. The workers can become managers only if they make a human
, which is rising in the number of people who try to become managers. In this case, so we can use the notation
. This cost reflects the potential barriers to mobility. τπ . Since all people are equally talented in all jobs, the number of managers and workers is determined by the equality of returns:
--the equilibrium with no redistribution. To solve for the impact of increases in q on π , we differentiate (10) to find:
which is unambiguously negative.
We use this derivative to obtain the counterpart of Proposition 2 for this model: The intuition of Proposition 4 is similar to our earlier logic. Increases in any of the elasticities reduce the extent to which rises in q alter the composition of the electorate.
When wages adjust sharply to changes in the composition of the electorate, the electorate change is likely to be smaller (parts b and c). Likewise, when the cost of education rises sharply with the number of managers, the impact of an increase in q on the number of managers is smaller, making the Curley effect less likely to materialize (part a).
Finally, we turn to the impact of redistribution on the welfare of the workers.
Increases in q reduce the welfare of the workers if:
This leads us to Proposition 5, which is the counterpart of Proposition 3 for this model:
Proposition 5: When q=0, there exists a value of τ , denoted by * τ , which equals
, and at which increases in the level of redistribution neither hurt nor harm the workers.
(a) For τ > * τ , the workers are helped by redistribution and for τ < * τ , they are hurt.
, then * τ is falling with κ .
Proposition 5 makes many of the same points as Proposition 3 but in the occupational choice context. Increases in transfers can either help or hurt the workers. If becoming a manager has a fixed cost (i.e., c c = ) (π ), then transfers help workers if and
. With a less elastic supply of managers, it becomes more likely that transfers help the workers. As before, increases in the elasticity of workers' wages with respect to the number of managers tend to increase the extent to which favoring workers only hurts them.
Some of the variables that make redistribution more likely also make it more costly. For example, when the supply of managers is highly elastic (i.e. κ is low), the likelihood of using redistribution is higher, as is its destructive impact on worker welfare. This is one of the pernicious features of the Curley effect: redistribution is often more likely to be used when its social costs are greater.
VI. The British Labour Party
Before Thatcher, party loyalties in Britain were shaped by "class" identity.
Working class individuals-generally defined as manual laborers -overwhelmingly voted Labour. In ten out of the eleven general elections between 1963 and 1992, the share of manual workers voting Conservative was below 35.5 percent (Crewe, Fox and Day, 1995) . In the 1960s, Labour's share of these workers' votes was around 2/3.
Labour's share of trade union members' votes is similar during this period: about one in five trade union members voted conservative. Goldthorpe et al. (1968) Numerous observers have argued that British politics are dominated by class loyalty. Butler and Stokes (1974) write: "class has long been pre-eminent among the factors used to explain party allegiance in Britain-and not just by academic observers … partisanship has followed class lines more strongly in Britain than anywhere else in the English speaking world." Goldthorpe et al. (1968) establish that their surveyed "affluent" members of the working class "have a relatively high and stable Labour vote" because of "the perception of the Labour Party as the party of the 'working man' or of the 'working class.'" As one of their respondents noted, "I consider myself a working man, so a working man should always vote for Labour."
The logic of the Curley effect suggests that the Labour party should have been trying to enlarge the working class, or at least to stem the exodus from it. " [Labour's] class appeal is being undermined, because the working class itself, even the lower categories within it, is emerging from its earlier unhappy plight; manual workers are gradually moving over into the white-collar category, which does not identify itself with the unskilled or semi-skilled labourers; and many, particularly among the young, are now crossing the class frontiers into the middle class" (Abrams and Rose 1960, p. 119) . Cannadine (1999) writes that Labour feared what English sociologists call "working-class embourgeoisement, " a phenomenon that "was regularly invoked throughout the decade of the 1950s to explain what then seemed to be the secular decline of the Labour Party as a political force" (Goldthorpe et al., 1968) .
To address this concern, the post-war (pre-Tony Blair) Labour Prime Ministers, Clement Attlee, Harold Wilson and James Callaghan, all engaged in some form of class warfare. In the language of our model, they all increased the level of "q". "Attlee's government, by raising taxation, nationalizing industries, setting up the welfare state, and reducing the delaying powers of the house of lords, attacked aristocrats, the rich, bankers, doctors, newspaper owners, and shareholders, and these measure were accompanied by extravagantly denunciatory language from ministers such as Bevan, Shinwell and Dalton" (Cannadine 1999 ). The tax rates, in particular, were not just punitive on the rich (76 percent marginal rate on people earning more than 20,000 pounds per year), but high on almost everyone (50 percent marginal rate on people earning between 5,000 and 10,000 pounds annually). Later cabinets increased these rates further. Under Wilson, the top marginal rate rose to 83 percent (Annual Abstract of Statistics, 1952 and 1972) .
These rates eliminated almost all of the wage gains that would accrue from undertaking a costly transition out of the working class.
A second major Labour policy was nationalization. Attlee nationalized several of Britain's largest industries: coal mining, civil aviation, and transport. These were highly Finally, in its education policy, Britain under Labour kept a much earlier schoolleaving age than did the United States. According to one early statement: "We must use the formative years of adolescence in order to make the workers, when they come to manhood or womanhood, at once better citizens and better Trade Unionists." (Trade Union Congress Annual Report, 1922 , quoted in Barker, 1972 Our theoretical models, as well as empirical examples, all share a central conceptual theme. Specifically, it is generally thought in economics, following the fundamental research of Tiebout (1956) and Brennan and Buchanan (1980) , that elastic response by the voters to tax and other policies disciplines the government. Good policies bring in resources and voters; bad ones keep them out. With the Curley effect, this result is reversed. When politicians seeking to stay in power use distortionary policies to force out their political opponents, the more elastic response renders bad policies more rather than less attractive. The Curley effect, and more generally the economics of shaping the electorate, might thus shed light on a broad range of government policies that appear too bad to be true from alternative perspectives.
Appendix: Proofs of Propositions
Proof of Proposition 1: Define
, because g(k) goes to zero as k goes to infinity. If
, this limit is positive.
Differentiation gives us that:
The first component of this expression is positive. Since symmetry implies that g'(x)=-g'(-x), we note that 
and we can rewrite (*) as
As g'(0)=0, and g'(k) goes to zero as k goes to infinity and g'(k)<0 for all positive k (from single-peakedness), it must the case that there is some k between zero and infinity where g"(k)=0. We denote this k by k*.
We also use the Taylor series approximations for g'(k+x) of g'(k)+g"(k)x and 
If terms involving g'''(k*) and higher order terms are small, they can be ignored and 0 
